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Abstract

This study evaluates the Y outh Development Unit (YDU) program at Garner Correctional
Institution located in Newtown, Connecticut. The' Y DU isdesigned to rehabilitate and educate young
males (18-21 years), who are Security Risk Group (SRG) affiliated, through education and social
learning. The participants move through five phases of the YDU program that have specific
restrictions, conditions and incentives. At the start of this study, there were 12 participants in the
program, while 19 othershad completed it sinceit wasstarted in 2013. The primary datawere collected
from educational and custodial staff. By the time this paper was being written, Phases 2 through 5 of
the Y DU were moved to another location and only Phase 1 remained at Garner. The name of theY DU
wasal so changed to the Mandated Education Unit (MEU). Giventhesmall sasmplesizeand gapsinthe
data, it is unreasonable to draw too many broad conclusions and generalizations, but despite these
limitations, this study provides useful insights about the program and the people involved. AsMEU
programs in Connecticut have the same objectives, this evaluation could serve as a foundation for
future research. To do so, it is imperative to identify variables of importance and keep systematic
(readily available and accessible) data, update information on each participant, and analyze the data
over aperiod of time.

Introduction

Thisstudy evaluatestheY outh Development Unit (Y DU) program at Garner
Correctionad Ingtitutionlocatedin Newtown, Connecticut. Theinmatesacceptedintothe
Y DU areheldin“closecustody” inaspecialized housing unit wherethey aresegregated
from the general prison population. The program has two main goals, namely, gang
renunciation and educati on and integratesel ementsof reformand rehabilitation through
modificationinsocid learningandinteractions. Thiseva uationfocusesontheaveragetime
of progressionfrom Phase 1 to Phase5, parti cipant background characteristics, and post
releaseoutcomes. It exploresbehavioral and academic chalengesfromthe perspectivesof
custodia andeducationd staff. Thefindingsa sohighlight theimportanceof emotiona and
psychological restructuring beingintegral toacademicmotivation, especialy behindbars.
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TheYouth Development Unit - An Overview

Y DU participantsare assigned asecurity risk group (SRG) score (1-4) which
determinestheirinitia placement inthefivephaseprogram. The SRG scoreisreduced as
theinmateadvancesthrough thefive phases, participatingin boththe SRG and education
programming. During any phase, aparticipant who failsto participatein therequired
programming or violatesunit rulesmay beregressed toaprior phase. Participantsarea so
assigned an Education Score (1-4) based ontheir highest level of education. Mogt, if not
all of the'Y DU participantsdo not haveahigh school diplomaor GED and arescored as
ad.

Thereisaclear incentivefor inmatesto participatein Y DU. Inmateswho are
classified asSRG aregenerdlly placedinadministrative segregation. Asan alternative,
successful Y DU participantscan eventualy dotheir timeinthegeneral prisonpopulation
withsignificantly lessrestrictions. Thisopportunity doesrequirethemto signal etter of
| ntent stating that they intend to participateinthe Y DU program and renouncetheir gang
dfiliation.

Y DU participantscanenter at Phase 1, 2, or 3, depending onwhat they did to get
designated asaSRG member. Phase 1 participantsareonlockdown 23 hoursper day and
areonrestraint statusfor out of cell movement. They arepermitted two noncontact visits
per week withimmediatefamily and arerequired to eat all of their mealsintheir cell.
Participants spend thefirst 30 days|earning about the program and working on basic
communicationskills. All sudents, including phase 1 areprovided accesstoaminimumof
15 hoursof education per week. School inthemorningwasfrom 8:00-10:30 and afternoon
1:00-3:00. The SRG programming occursintheindividual’ shousing cell andincludes
programmingentitled, ““Getting Settled & Getting Going” and“HandlingaCriss’. These
programs are designed to introduce the YDU participants to the requirements and
expectationsof the'Y outh Devel opment Unit and providethemwiththeskillstoaddressthe
possibleconflictsthat may ariseduringtheir incarceration. Participantscanadvancetothe
next phaseby successfully compl eting the Security Risk Group curriculumand avoidingany
disciplinary reports.

Phase2 participantsaredoublecdled. Thisisacritica stageintheprogrambecause
participants may be required to share acell with arival gang member. At this phase,
participants are removed from restraint status. Participantsin Phases 2 through 5 are
groupedinto squadsand completeall activitiestogether, includingmeals, recreation, and
programs. The SRG programming required during Phase2includes, “ Anger Management”
and* Consequences& Choices’. Theseprogramshelp participantsidentify thesmilarities
and commonalitiesamong their peersand encourage them to understand thedecision
making behindtheir behaviors. Phase 3 participantshaveincreased recreationd privileges
and engagein programming focused on cognitiverestructuring and conflict resolution. The
two programs, “ Unlocking your thinking, attitude, behavior and choices’ & “Buildingthe
ladder”, encourage self-reflection and planning for thefuture. Participantsareasked to
reflect onwhat they want todowiththeir livesoncethey havecompleted their sentence. At
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thisphase, the SRG scorei sreduced. Phase4 privilegesincludevisitsfromnon-immediate
family members. The SRG programs at this phase include: “How to deal with your
problems’ & “Howtodoyour bid”.“Bid” referstoprisontime’ andtheseprogramsguide
participantsonwhat they candoto hel pthem get throughtheir sentence.

In Phase5, participantsmust compl etetwo programs, “ Relapse Prevention” &
“Bridge Group” . Here, they discusshow to avoid being sent back to prison and how to
preparefor thetransitiontothegenera prison popul ation. Participantsmay beconsidered
for renunciation after aminimum of 270 consecutivedaysintheprogram and thesuccessful
compl etion of boththe SRG and education programs. I f gpprovedfor designationremova,
the SRG scorewill bereduced and theinmatewill betransferred to thegeneral prison
population.

Brief LiteratureReview

Gang renunciation programsarerarein prison. Accordingtothe2012 NGCRC
National Gang/STG Survey, 85.5 percent (N = 124 prisons, across41 states) of survey
respondentsdid not haveagang renunciation program (Knox, 2012). Withanincreasein
theincarcerationratesfor gang membersincorrectional facilities(Winterdyk & Ruddell,
2010), management of security risk groupsthrough maximum security supervisionand
structured programming hasbecomeacritical issueinthefield of corrections(Kowal ski &
Martin, 2012). Security risk groupsposeasignificant threat to correctional staff, other
inmates, and thegeneral function of the correctional facility (Arthur, 2009). Research
indicatesthat gang containment approachesvary by jurisdiction. Several stateshave
experimented withisol ating gang membersinspeci cunitsor facilitiestominimizetheirin
uence (Fischer, 2001; Hill, 2009; U.S. Department of Justice, 1992 ascited in 2010,
Winterdyk & Ruddell). Thesegregation of security risk groupsfromthegenerd correctiona
populationmany containtherisk of physical threatsand recruitment practices, butit failsto
encouragethesocial skillsnecessary for successful re-entry (Baykan, 2008; Worrall &
Morris, 2012).

The*lock-emup” mentality providesonly atemporary solutiontotheproblemand
hasnolongterm positiveeffect onrecidivismrates. | solation-based Srategiesgeneraly do
not provideinmateswith any form of “ step-down” housing assignmentssoinmatesare
returned directly to the community without any reinforcement of positive social and
interpersonal skills(Winterdyk & Ruddell, 2010; Kowalski & Martin, 2012). A recent
meta-anays s, reved ed that most gang management strategiesaresuppressionorientedand
few correctional facilitiesuserehabilitativeresourcesto encourage gang renunciation
(Winterdyk & Ruddell, 2010). TheCDCisoneof thefew facilitiestotakethisapproach.
TheY DU wascreated asaresponsetotheincreas ng presenceof gangsintheCDC system
which led to an increase in prison violence. This program was designed through a
collaborativemulti-disciplinary initiativeinvol ving corrections, mental hedth, andeducation.
Theprogram leadssecurity risk group membersthrough astructured, program based model
inorder to encouragerenouncement of their gang affiliation. Thephaseprogressioninthe
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program beginswith segregation, but unlikemany other facilities, endswith placementinto
genera populationandfinally reintegrationinto thecommunity. Research showsthat
traditional policiesof segregatinginmateswithout programintervention havenot proven
successful inreducing violent behavior withinthe prison system. (Trulson, Marquart &
Kawucha, 2006; M aghan, 2000).

Itisimportant that correctional programsal so addressthenegativesaf-imagesthat
many of theseyoung offendershaveadopted over thecourseof their lifetime. Thelabel sthat
have been attached to many of these offenders, either from the legal system, their
communities, schoolsand/or eventheir ownfamilies, areinevitably connectedtotheir
behaviors. Somestudies(Mahoney, 1974; Wellford, 1975) haveargued that |abeling has
hadlimited empirica and theoretica support thoughit hasprovided someimportantinsight
about internalization of negativelabels(Matsueda, 1992). It occursevenif thoselabels
comefromsocia forces(Becker, 1963; Braithwaite, 1989) rather thanthecrimind justice
systemitself. Inorder to promote change, the stigmati zation associated with theselabels
must bereplaced with reinforcementsthat promoteamorepositiveself- image.

Itisimportant a soto acknowledgetheinfluenceof social learningongangrelated
behavior. Socid learningtheory viewsdeviant and miscreant behavior asaresult of learned
definitions and social reinforcements through interaction (Akers, 1985, 1992) and
observation of ahumanmode (Bandura, 1974). Many of theseyoung offendersgrew up
in high crime areas that are plagued with drugs, gangs, and gun violence. Their
neighborhoodsprovided ateaching groundfor gang violenceandreinforced anallegiance
tothestreet abovetheneed and desirefor education. Onehasto keepinmindthat cultural
and subcultural factorswouldimpact thepositiveor negative connotation assignedtothe
act and outcome, and could vaidatelearning anumber of behaviorsrangingfromcregtivity
toaggresson(Bandura, 1965; Zimmerman& Diadess, 1973). Ingangriddencommunities,
youtharecontinually exposedto gang culturewhichincreasestherisk of their ownfuture
involvement. Therefore, punishment alonemay not beeffectivein promoting prosocia
behavior (Solomon, 1964) or hel ping gang membersto unlearn behavior that hasbeen
conditioned, and evenrewardedinasubcultural context. Inorder tochangebehavior, itis
necessary tobring about changeinthesurrounding environment (Sellers& Winfree, 1990).
Fromapolicy perspective, it entail sunlearning deviant actionsand reactionsandlearning
new behaviorsand coping mechanisms. Thecorrectiona system playsanimportantrolein
reconfiguring theenvironmenta factorsandtheindividud’ sinteractionwiththem. Thisleads
ustotheimplementation of education programsinacorrectional setting.

Themost valuableintervention for inmatesiseducationa programmingwhich
assistsinmatesin obtaining their high school diplomaor G.E.D. (Esperian, 2010; Nuittall,
Hollmen, & Staley, 2003; Vacca, 2004). Recent research supports the premise that
receiving correctiona education while incarcerated reduces an individual’ s risk of
recidivating after release (* Employment, wagesand public,” 2007). Infact, inmateswho
participatedinhigh school/ GED programshad 30 percent lower oddsof recidivating than
thosewho had not (Davis, Bozick, Steele, Saunders& Miles, 2013). Morespecificaly,
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Nuttall (2003) reportsthat inmatesyounger than 21 who earned aGED were 14 percent
lesslikely toreturnto prisonwithinthreeyears. Thisisespecialy critical for lowerincome,
minority maleswho aremorelikely to beincarcerated (Western, 2006) at ayounger age
andlikely tohavel ower pre-prisoneducationd qudifications(Tewksbury & Stengd, 2006;
Erisman & Contardo, 2005). Studiesshow that education hel psinreducingrecidivism,
potentially increasingjob opportunitiesand al soincreasespublic safety (Chappell, 2004,
Steurer& Smith, 2003).

Thedatafromthe CDC show that violencehasdecreased significantly inboththe
general prison population and high-risk unitssinceit implemented the Closed Custody
programfor security risk groups. Seriousassaultsdecreased from 233in 1993 (theyear
beforethe Close Custody Gang M anagement Program waslaunched), to 129in 2001
(Austin& McGinnis, 2004). Best practicesin correctional supervisionrequirecurrent
research on programimplementation and practiceand thisprogrameva uation of theY DU
isastepinthat direction.

Resear ch M ethodology

Beforestarting datacollection, both researcherswent through mandatory security
trainingat Garner Correctiond Institutionin Newtown, CT. Thetrainingwasrequiredin
order for researcherstomakemultipletripstothefacility toconduct interviews. Inaddition
tothevisitsfor thedatacollection, theresearcherstook twotoursof thefacility. Thefirst
tour was scheduled beforeany datawere collected. The second tour of thefacility took
placeafter preliminary interviewswith custodial and educational staff. Thesecond tour
afforded abetter understanding of the spatial layout of theunit, especially classrooms,
therapeutic cubicles, and therecreational yard. The post interview visit al so prompted
follow-up questionsrel ativeto program management.

The study employs a non-probability method of judgment sampling. The
respondentswere purposively selected duetotheir uniguepositioninthecorrectional
popul ationthat affordsthem accesstotherel evant information. Theuseof anon-probability
sampling method, small samplesize, and gapsintheavailabledatamakeit unreasonableto
draw too many broad conclusionsand generalizationsabout theprogram. Instead, it canbe
treated as a survey of the program on which future eval uations can be conducted as
M andated Education Unit! programsin Connecticut havethesameobjectives. Itwouldaso
provideuseful insightsabout theprogram and the peopleinvol ved.

Themajority of research questionswereopen ended and elicited through asemi-
sructuredinterview style. Follow-up questionswereasked either inpersonor by email. The
study usesboth primary and secondary data. The primary datawere collected through
interviewswithmembersof custodia (5) and educationa staff (2).

The study usesboth qualitative and quantitative datafrom secondary sources
including CDC programmanuas, administrativedirectives, andinformationonthesubjects
who havecompletedtheY DU programand/or arecurrently intheprogram. Based onthe
programdescription, informationwassought onanumber of variablesincluding, SRG score
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of theindividual ashestartstheprogram, progressiontothenextlevel or not, timetakento
progressfrom each phasetothenext, education scorewhen admitted totheprogram, age
when admitted to the program, race, documented learning disability (yesor no), prior
conviction (yesor no), prior incarceration (yesor no), prior participationintheYDU
program, reasonfor non-completion, first or primary language, mental health eval uation
outcome(only yesor no- that is, whether the subject suffersfromamental illnessor not),
gang affiliation, and number and type (immediateor non-immediate) of family vigtations.
During preliminary interviews, questionswereal so asked about thereasonsfor regression
between phases.

Asitisthefirst formal evaluation of theprogram, effortswere madeto ask open
ended questionsand gather asmuchinformation aspossible. Althoughthisresultedin
sgnificantly morequditativedata, itisnonethd esscriticd inunderstanding thelarger context
of the program. However, researchers ensured that the questions did not focus on
descriptiveinformationonly and asked questionsthat provideding ghtsinto explanatory and
eva uativeaspectsof theprogram, including reasonsfor regression, behaviora issuesinsde
theclassroom, interaction between custodial and educational staff, availableresourcesor
lack thereof, etc.

Atthetimeof datacollection, theY DU at Garner had 12 inmates. Thedatawere
also sought about theinmateswho have compl eted the program. That dataishoused at the
Connecticut Department of Correctionat Wethersfield, CT. Itiskeptinalogbook and
organized by thespecificfacility (i.e., Garner, Northern, etc.). Researchersdid not have
accessto subject casefilesandthedatawere provided by thecustodial staff inexcel files,
carefully excluding persond informationonthesubjects. Theexce fileswhichcontainedthe
variablesmentioned earlier wereemailedtotheresearchersandincludedinformationon 19
additional inmates. That increased thesamplesizeto 31. However, therewereanumber
of gapsinavailabledatathat will beaddressed inthe section ondataandfindings.

Duringinterviews, custodial staff referredtotheindividualsintheprogramas
inmates, whileeducationd staff referred tothemasstudents. Whilepresenting findings, both
termshavebeen used a ong with theterm participants. Thetermrespondent referstothe
membersof custodial and educational staff whowereinterviewed.

Data

Data was collected on 31 respondents that included 12 current and 19 past
participantsof theY DU program at Garner. Of the 19 past participants, 2wereplacedin
Phase 1 with SRG scoresof 4, and theremaining 17 were placed in Phase 3with SRG
scoresof 3. Inthissample, 18 of the 19 participants had education scores of 3 and 4,
indicatingthat they did not haveaGED or high school diploma

Asmentioned earlier, the Y DU programisdesigned to rehabilitate and educate
males, 18-21 yearsof age. Asexpected, themajority of participantsintheprogramare
withinthisagegroup. However, therespondentsnoted that someindividual sthat could be
aging out may beallowedto stay back if they werecloseto getting their GEDs. It should
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benoted that twoinmateswere 22 and 23 yearsold respectively and werea lowed to enter
theprogram becausethey wered ready enrolledinacorrectional GED programbeforethey
weretransferredto Garner.

For descriptive purposes, the sample of 31 participantsincluded 16 African
Americans, 14 Latinos, and 1 Caucasian. Prior convictionswerefoundfor 7 participants
and 11 had been previously incarcerated. Thedifferencein prior conviction and prior
incarcerationdataisduetoissuessuchaspretria detention or sealedjuvenileconvictions.
Out of 31 participants, only 1 had prior participationintheY DU, but did not completeit
thefirgttimearound ashewastransferred toanother correctiona facility after beinginvolved
inafight. Of thecurrent participants, 8indicated that Englishwastheir first language, while
4ligted Spanishasafirstlanguage. Therewerenodataavailableabout thefirst|language of
the 19 prior participantswho had a ready compl eted the program.

I nformationwassought on mental health eval uationand outcome. That is, whether
participantswent throughamenta hed theva uationandif any of thepartici pantshad mental
hedlth problems. Dueto confidentiaity issues, informationonthetypeof mental illnesswas
not sought. Itwasnotedthat al Y DU participantsundergomenta healthevaluations. There
wereno dataavailableon mental health outcomefor the participantswho had already
completedtheprogram, but amongthe 12 currently intheprogram, only 2 did not haveany
documented mental healthissues.

Participantsbel onged to awiderangeof gangsincluding Bloods, Crips, Latin
Kings, Solidos, Neta, MS13, and Gangster Disciples’. According to survey findings
(2015), theBloods, Crips, LatinKings, and Gangster Disciplesrank asthemaost commonly
reported gangswithinstatefacilities(National Gang Report, 2015). Thesegangsareknown
tohaveastrong presencein prisonsthroughout Connecticut. TheL atinKingsaretheoldest
andlargest Hispani c street gang and havebeenaround sincethe 1930’ s(“ L atin Kings’).
Theirrivals, Solidos, otherwiseknownasL os Solidos, al so aHispanic gang, wasfounded
inHartford, CT intheearly 1990’ s(“LosSolidosNations’). Netaisastreet gang originaly
fromPuerto Ricothat hasa soinfiltrated Connecticut andisyet another rival of theLatin
Kings(“NETAS- LaAssociacion Netas’).

Giventhebody of research onfamily connections, reform, rehabilitation, and
recidivism, itwasdeemed relevant to gather dataonthenumber and typeof family visits.
There were no dataavailable on the number of visitsfor the 19 participantswho had
completedthe program sotherewasnoway to eva uatetherel ationship between program
successand community ties. Among thosecurrently inthe program, oneparticipant had 1
family visit,asecond had 12 family visits, and athird had 14 family visits. Therewere9
participantswho either did not haveany family visitsor therewereno dataavailableonit.
All 19 participantswho have compl eted the program had visitsfromimmediatefamily
members(thoughthenumber of vistsisnot known). Theidentificationof thevisitor andthelr
relationshiptotheinmateisreportedtothecorrectiond facility both at thetimeof therequest
forvigtationandwhenthefamily member reportsfor thescheduledvist. Asper theprogram
description, non-immediatefamily vistsareonly permittedin Phase4. The Department of
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Correctionsrequiresall inmates, not just Y DU participants, tosubmit aproposedvisitor list
whichmust beapproved beforeany visitsarepermitted. Thevisitor requestsincludesthe
nameof theindividual, address, socia security number andtherel ationshiptotheinmate.
Thisvetting processisusedto control thevisitation processso that thosewithacriminal
record and/or suspected or known gang membersareremoved fromtheinmate' sapproved
vigtationlig.

Oneof themaintopicsof interest wasto study thephaseprogression. That is, the
amount of timetaken in each phase, reasonsfor regression, and overall timetakento
completetheY DU program. Therewerevery limited dataavailableontheprogression
throughthephasesof theprogram by thecurrent 12 participants. Therewasnoinformation
availableonthe 19 participantswho had already compl eted the program, except that 2 of
themwerere-designated asgang members. Onceapartici pant completestheprogram, he
isreleasedintothegeneral prison population. Itisduring thistimethat thetwo participants
were found to be re-affiliated with gangs and as aresult, re-designated. One of the
participantswasre-designated eighty daysafter completingtheY DU program, andthe
second onewasre-designated nearly eight monthsafter completion.

Atthetimeof thedatacollection, therewere4 participantsin Phase 1, 2in Phase
2,5inPhase 3, and 1inPhase4. Therewas1 respondent who noted that al inmateswere
placed in Phase 1 at the start unlessthey transferred from another program, but other
respondents noted that participants could be placed in any phase. After thefollow up
interviews, it wasclarified that indeedinmatescoul d be placed inany phase, but that they
wereinitially placedin Phase 1, asthey wereyet to beeval uated.

Very limited datawereavail ableon how muchtimeeach participant took between
phases. Asper theprogram description, theminimumtimetakenin each phasevariesfor
participants classified asClass A, B and C. As per the available data, 5 out of the 12
participantscurrently intheprogram had regressed at variousstages. Thedatashowed that
2 out of those5 participantsregressed twice, onceto Phase 1 and onceto Phase 2. Only
1 participant regressed multiple phasesin asingleinstanceand wasmoved from Phase 3
back to Phase 1.

Classroom Spaceand Structure

Researcherstook twotoursof the Garner Correctiona Ingtitutionto get asenseof the
physical layout of thehousing cells, thergpeuti c cubicles, recregtiona area, and classrooms.
Education classesarerunfromMonday to Friday inthemorningfrom8:30amt0 10:30am,
andintheafternoonfrom 1:00 pmto 3:00 pm. Theattendancewasbetter intheafternoon
sesson.

Classeswereusually small and had 6 to 8 studentsat atime. Based ontheability
level, at timestheremay only be2to 3 studentsin aclassroom. It wasnoted that thesmall
classsizewashbeneficia asit presented minimal behavioral chalenges. Themainclassroom
hasdesks, chairs, computers, smartboard, whiteboard and books. Asexpected, thereis
no accesstothelnternet. Educatorswear body aarmsand oneofficer isstationed outside
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theclassroomwithaclear view of activitiesintheclass.

Therearefour separatetherapeutic cubi clesused for theeducation programming
for Phase 1 participants. At any giventime, therearetwo officersonthefloor whenthere
arestudentsintherapeutic cubicles. Theunitteam hadthreemembersincludingaCaptain,
Counselor, and Correctiona Trestment Officer. Theunitteamisnow downtotwomembers
including aCaptain and Counselor. At thetime of the datacollection, thereweretwo
educators, but oneof themhassincebeentransferred. Thereisa sooneschool psychologist.
At Garner, thecorrectiona officerswork inthreeshifts. Thefirst day shiftisfrom8:00am
t04.00 pm, thesecond day shiftisfrom4:00pmto 12:00am, andthethird shiftisfrom 12:00
amto8:00am. Fiveofficersareassignedtoday shiftsand two officersareassignedtothe
night shift. By thetimethi spaper wasbei ng written, thenumber of officersindaysshiftshad
beenreducedtofour. Overal, staffing wasnot presented asanissuesincethenumber of
participantsintheY DU programwasrel atively low at only 12 inmates.

Discussion

Thisdiscussionisbased oninterviews conducted with the custodial staff and
educational staff. The'Y DU programwascreated at Garner to addressinmateswhowere
identified asgang members. Technicdly, Y DU participantsarenct youth. They ared| adults
betweentheagesof 18to0 21. Earlier therewasagang management programat Garner, but
theY DU program, whichincludedfivephasesand amandatory education component, was
startedin 2013. Specialized hous ngwasprovided at Garner asMason Y outh I ngtitution
(MY1) in Cheshire, CT, could no longer accommodate them. The previous program
classifiedinmatesasgang membersand threat members. Gang memberswereusualy the
“soldiers’ inagang and not engagedinviolent activities, whilethethreat memberswere
leadersand engaged inviolent activities. Onerespondent whowasfamiliar with boththe
programsnoted that compared tothepreviousprogram, Y DU ismuchsmaller andeasier
tomanage. TheY DU iscappedat 24, makingit easy to set rules, makevisiblechanges, and
observeindividua behavior. A respondent notedthat in caseof overflow, theinmateswould
waitinrestrictivehousing, but that it had not been aproblem. Onetimethat acoupl e of
inmateshad towait, it only took afew daysto accommodatethemintheY DU program.
Another respondent closely involved with devel oping theY DU program noted that there
usedtobemoreL atinKing and EIm City Boys(mix of New Haven based gangs), but now
therearemoreBloodsand Crips. Gang membersarea so much younger now than before.

Theprimary functionof Y DU iseducation. Thegoal of gangrenunciationisequally
important, whichisachievedwhenaninmateformally reinquishestheir titteand association
withtheir identified gang. Therespondentsadmitted that therewasnored way of knowing
whether thegoal wasachieved unlessthe partici pant reoffended and wasre-designated as
agang member. Recidivismismeasured based onthereoffending of thosewho complete
theY DU program and aremoved tothegenera prison population. Therewasnoway to
keeptrack of themoncethey werere eased from prison unlessthey reoffended and returned
to the samefacility. It may create an impression that thereal goal isto modify YDU
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participant behavior intheshort termand not stop gang activity inthelong term. However,
al respondentsstressed theimportanceof fundamentally changing habits. Thatis, evenif the
inmatewasnot tracked after being rel eased from prison, theexpectationisthat theY DU
programwould haveingtilledlongterm change. Inthelimited datathat areavail able, out of
the 19 who have completed the program, only 2 werere-designated.

Accordingtoonerespondent, getting back tothegenerd prison populationmay be
agreater incentivefor theinmatesthan getting their GEDs. Hedid not think that therewas
any certainway of tellingwhether inmatesactualy denouncedtheir gang membershipor not,
(thiscould bedefined asnot using gang signsor symbol sor continuing tofollow thegang
code) but that they woul d stay cleanto havetheir SRGtag removed. Nonethel ess, asnoted
earlier, dl thoseinvolvedintheprogram hopedthat over timethrough behavior modification,
these partici pantswoul d changefor good.

Asprevioudy mentioned, when broughtintothe'Y DU program, inmatescouldbe
placedinany phase. Asper theavailabledata, themajority of themwereplacedin Phase
3. Duringtheprogram, participantscould regresstolower phases. Inthesecases, they are
giventheopportunity to appeal their regressiontothe Team Unit and Warden.

Inaprogramthat strongly focuseson education, it wasimportant to recognizethat
many of thepartici pantshad specia education needs. For thoseinmateswhowereidentified
ashaving specid education needs, educatorsdevel opedindividuaized education programs,
otherwiseknown as| EPs, inwhichindividual academicand behavior goa swerenoted.
Trangtiona andemployment god swerea soputinplacefor individua students. Educators
met 2 to 3times per week to discusshow studentswereprogressinginclass. They aso
observed studentsin classrooms.

InPhase, participantswerehousedinindividua cellsandindividualy got onehour
intheyard per day. Onerespondent noted that Phase 1 wasthemost challenging asstudents
had a number of emotional and psychological barriers. Participants were placed in
therapeutic cubiclesfor the education component that presented, though necessary, a
physical barrier todirectinteraction. Another respondent observed that mostinmateswere
not matureenough to understand theval ueof education. They liked to maintainafagadeof
toughnessand had ‘ disdainfor authority.” Headded that thefirst challengewasgetting
inmatesto comply with requestsand rules asthey generally lacked structure and had
disrespect for authority. Another respondent noted that inmatesweregeneraly resstant to
bei ngdisciplined and may holdagrudgeagainst officersor staff whotriedtodisciplinethem.
Intheearly phases, it wasvery rarefor participantsto takeresponsi bility and most of them
justwantedtodeepintheir cdls. Therespondentsnotedthat ol der gang members(over the
ageof 30) whoaretired of gang lifemay val ue education morethan theyounger onesthat
Y DU catersto.

Multiplerespondentsnoted that most studentsinthe program had grown upwith
negativeself-perceptionsand | abel sand saw themsel vesasfailures. It wasnoted that any
small successcould potentially work asanincentivefor themtokeeptrying. Accordingto
onerespondent, most studentsentering theprogramval ued street lifeover education. They
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had beenlabded” stupid” andthroughout their lifehaveinterndized negative sdlf-identities.
Some studentsdid comefrom* goodfamilies,” but seemed to have gotten caught upin
criminal way of life. Onerespondent noted that interestingly, Latin Kingsseemtovaue
educstion.

Oneof therespondentsemphas zed theimportanceof emotional andpsychological
restructuring beingintegral toacademicmotivation, especiadly behindbars. Thatis, these
students had to unlearn certain negative behaviorsand attitudes and replacethemwith
something constructiveand positive. M ost studentsinthisenvironment did not havethe
mindset towork hard and succeed, but gradual ly through incentivesand small successes,
seeds were planted. Respondents noted that as students “phased up”, meaning they
advanced tothenext program phase, for examplefrom Phase 2 to Phase 3, they started to
buildrapport witheach other, but eventhen, it remained challenging to keepthem motivated
throughincentives. Attendancewasthemost obviousand earliest sign of how thestudents
weredoingintheprogram. Itwasusually weak intheinitial phaseand at timesdroppedin
Phase2 aswell. It wasnoted that attendanceand motivation of ten dropped when students
builttoo many sanctions.

Toaddressit, theschool psychol ogist had devel oped areflection sheet called the
I ncentive Tracking Sheet (See Appendix 11) aimed at showing studentswhat they had done
to get aparticular scoreor sanction. It conveyed to studentsthat the scorewasadirect
consequenceof their actions. Thegoal wasto hel p studentsreflect ontheir ownbehavior.
Research hasshownthat self-refl ection promotespositivebehavior modification (Costa&
Kallick, 2008).

Studentswerea so encouraged totell something positiveabout classmatesasitis
hopedthat it would makethemfed investedintheir success. Respondentsnoted that though
itwasdifficult toencouragestudents, continuousencouragement dideventudly work. There
had been some remarkable success stories. For example, one student had an initial
attendancerateof 30 percent, but with dueencouragement, heincreasedittoa90 percent
attendancerate. M ost studentswereableto maintain an attendancerate of 70 percent to
75 percent. In Phase 1, if a student was on good behavior for 6-8 weeks, the school
psychologist wouldtakehispicture, get it printed and thestudent could senditto hisfamily.
After thebudget cutshowever, thestaff member whowasprovidingthepictureswaslet go
andthisincentiveisnolonger available. Thiswasoneof thefew negativeeffectsthat were
foundrelativetotheissueof low staffing. Studentscould a so makesomething (suchasa
handmade card) for their family membersand send it homefor the holidays. Students
neededto havea9s percent attendancerateto avail of theseincentives. It should benoted
that counselingwasprovidedfor students' emotional and social needsthrough all phases
of theprogram.

Theinformation collected through interviews shows that the attendance and
academic performancein Phase 2 werebetter thanin Phase 1. Themotivationlevel of
participants seemed to increase asthey progressed through the phases. Thismay bea
responsetotheincreasein privilegesandincentiveswhichbuildwith progressonintoeach
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subsequent phase.

Duringinterviewsit wasanecdotaly sharedthat most partici pantsregressedfor reasons
suchasbeingin possession of gang relatedimagery or text. It wasreported that generally
therewasnofighting among studentsintheclassroom, andinthepast twoyears, therehas
been only oneplanned dtercation. However, onerespondent noted that themost common
reasonfor regress on seemed to befighting occurring withintheunit betweeninmates. If two
individualswereinvolved in afight, it did not matter who initiated it and both faced
disciplinary consegquences. Two of therespondentsal so noted that therehad beenincidents
wherefightshad beeninitiated oninmateswho werecloseto completingtheprogramand
movingtogenera population. Inthesecases, other participantsout of jeal ousy put themin
situationsthat threatenedtheir transfer tothegeneral prison popul ation. Phaseregression
had a so beentheresult of attackson custodial staff andindecent exposureby inmatesin
theunit.

Accordingtoonerespondent, in Phase2whereinmatessharecells, therewerepredator
related concernsbecauseof cohabitation of rival gangmembers. Asnotedearlier, in Phases
2105, studentsareeducated inagroup. Itisargued that the presence of security staff may
createanegativeperception of an educati on setting, o security staff isstationed outsi deof
theclassroom. Giventheobvioussecurity concern, theofficer isstationedinaposition
wherehehasaclear view of theinterior of theclassroom. Respondentsnoted that generally
studentsviewed security or custodid staff aspunitiveand teaching and counsaling staff as
someonewhowashel pingthem.

A member of theeducationd staff noted that someof thefactorsthat affected student’ s
mora eand performancewerecourt dates, sentencelength, death of afamily member, or
if afamily member did not visit. Studentsmay bepulled out of aclassfor aday or twowhile
they processed such occurrences and dealt with their emotions. They were provided
counseling and weregiventheopportunity toutilizethecounselingroomasa*“ safezone”
wherethey wouldfed freeto expresstheir emotions, whether it beto‘talk, vent, or cry.’

A member of thecustodial staff stated that it wasunclear if visitorswereimportant
toY DU inmatesand that hehad not made such an observation. Henoted that morethan
anything else, inmates wanted to remove the SRG label, and that wastheir strongest
motivationto continuewiththeprogram. Thedight differenceof opinionheremay bedue
thefact that the'Y DU participantsshared moreemotiond or family relatedinformationwith
theeducationd staff thanwiththecustodia staff. Ontheother hand, dataal sorevealedthat
only 3out of thecurrent 12 participantshad any visitsfrom family members. Another
respondent added that other privilegessuchasvisiting thelibrary may bemoremeaningful
thanfamily visits, addingthat vistsmay makemoreof adifferenceforinmateswhohadkids
or closefamily members.

Sometimes students, typically those preparing to takethe GED, asked to take
homework back totheir cells, whileothersgenerally completetheir work intheclassroom.
It wasnoted that studentswereall owed to keep pencil sto completetheir work, but had to
purchasetheir own. Focused attentionwasgiventothosewhowerepreparingtotaketheir
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GEDs. Followingtheregular classtime, these studentswoul d begiven 30to 60 additional
minutesfor intensve GED preparationincluding practicequestions. Duringthistime, their
srengthsand weaknesseswereidentified and worked on. It should benoted that the GEDs
areadministered e ectronically and aretimed, just asthey woul d befor any GED applicant.
Since2015 (start of thisstudy), 3 participantshad earned their GEDsandall of them passed
intheir first attempt.

Thedataon how many participantsintheY DU haveearned their GEDswasnot
readily available. Thislack of avail ableinformation wasdisappointing considering the
importancetheY DU program placesontheeducation component. Duringinterviewsitwas
reveal ed that most of them did not get their GEDswhilein the program, but received
extensvepreparationfor thesame. Thesestudentswereabletotakethe GED test | ater after
beingtransferredtothegeneral prison population.

Y DU participantsreceivetrangtiond servicesevenafter gettingtheir GEDs. They
meet with the school psychologist for about 2 hoursper month and get hel pwith resume
writing andjob search skills. They aregiven accessto books, such as” Best Low Stress
Jobs”, “ Jobswithout aFour Y ear Degree”’, and “ Best Jobsfor Introverts’. They even
participateinmock jobinterviewswiththeeducationa staff. Theprograma so provides
reentry counseling to help themtransitiontothegeneral population. They areprovided
assi stancein how toimprovetimemanagement and aretaught socia skillswhichinclude
non-violent decision making and coping mechanisms. They are shown a2007 video
documentary entitled, “ FromPrisontoHome,” whichtracksthechallengesof four African
American malesthroughout their first year of releasefrom prison. Thisvideo helpsto
prepareY DU participantsfor thechallengesthat they too arelikely tofaceuponre-entry.
At theend of the program, they are given multiple copiesof their resumeand alist of
resourcesinthecommunity toincreasetheir chanceof successful re-entry.

Dynamicbetween Custodial and Educational Staff

All respondentshad apositiveview of the'Y DU programwhich ba ancesdemeritswith
incentives. Despiteonly small successes, themoral eof thestaff ishigh. Thereisalsogood
collaboration between custodia and educationa staff. Theeducational staff goesthrough
thesametraining ascorrectiona officers. Thediscretionpieceiscritical totheprogram’s
successasofficerscan useincentivesascarrotsto enforce positive behavioral change.
Eventual ly behavior becomeshabit and someof theparticipantscontinuewiththesehabits
even after they havebeen movedto general population.

Respondentsnoted that at Northern, there seemsto be more separation between
custodia and educational staff, but at Garner, the staff work well together despite
differencesintheir roleorientation. At thisfacility, thecoordination seemsto bebetter and
they shareagood rapport. Someof the staff membershavebeen at Garner for morethan
20years. Thereismutua respect and good rapport among variousstakehol ders. It may not
besoinother facilities, but at Garner, everyoneisonthesamepage. All respondentsin
variousrolesand positionsechoed the samesentiment.
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Small Successes

Aspart of theprogram, educationd staff conductsexitinterviewswith studentsto
explorewhat el se could have been done, what went well, what they learned, etc. The
custodial and educational staff memberstemper their expectationsand ook for small
successes. Theseincludestudentsbeingmorerespectful, nicer toeach other, and generaly
exhibiting positivesocial behaviors.

Asarespondent noted, onecannot expect inmatesto make sweeping changesvery
fast, but smaler changes, suchasmakingtheir bedscoul d betakenasasign of improvement.
Inmatesarerequiredtomaketheir bedsinthemorningwhichareinspecteddaily. Thismay
seemlikeaninggnificant rule, butit hel pstoteachthemtofollow rules. Someof theinmates
continueto maketheir bedseven after being transferred to general prison popul ation and
takeprideinit. Thiswouldreflect positivel earning and theadoption of normativestructure.
Botheducational and custodia staff agreedthat whilesomeinmatesget othersintotrouble,
someactually instill motivation and encourage peer successintheprogram. Thisalsois
viewed asasign of success.

Therespondentswereasked what changesthey wouldliketo seeintheprogram, and
what information they would liketo know about the programitself. A member of the
custodial staff said that hewould liketo seemoregroup projectsasitisthebest way to
observebehaviora change. It alsohel psreinforcepositivesocid interactionand assistsin
the devel opment of communi cation and social skills. However, dueto timeand budget
(personnel) constraints, it is not possible to do so. One respondent believed that the
educationd staff should havemoresecurity training. Multiplerespondentsfelt that theY DU
needsmorestaffing, moresupport forinmatesto phaseout, and thegoal should betochange
inmatebehavior longtermnot just during confinement.

Accordingtoonerespondent, intheearlier programtherewasmorecounsdling staff
and tracking was a critical component. Staff members were able to make greater
connectionsand help alot more, but the budget cutshave affected both staffing and post
Y DU tracking. Multiplerespondentsal so observed that therewas no Spanish speaking
teacher at Garner. Theinmateswererequiredto speak Englishintheclassroomand often
hel ped oneanother with Spanishto Englishtrand ations. Fromamanageria position, it
would bebeneficid to haveabilingual teacher on staff which could reducethepossibility
of anincident occurring asaresult of unregulated inmatetoinmatetranslations. Thisis
important as4 out of 12 participantsintheprogram (at thetime of datacollection) had
Spanishastheir firstlanguage.

A member of thecustodial staff wasspecifically interestedinlearning about the
commonreasonsfor regress on between phases. It wasoneof themaingoa sof conducting
this study, but the gaps in data make it difficult to address this question at thistime.
Nonetheless, thelimitedinformationthat isavailableonthe Y DU program doesreinforce
theimportanceof external stimuli inthelearning process. Asnotedearlierinthediscussion,
theparticipantsinthe'Y DU grew upinsocidly disadvantaged neighborhoodsthat havehigh
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levelsof socid and physical incivilities. ThroughtheY DU program, participantsgradualy
develop a sense of self-esteem and the realization that it is possible to change. The
respondentsrepeatedly stated that although they haveonly noted small successes, they
believethat the program providesapositivedirection and hel psremovenegativelabels.
Learninginsguadsor groupsasohe psinreinforcing postiveattitudes. Asreflectedinmany
of therespondents comments, they recognizetheimportanceof fundamentally changing
conditioned behaviors. They try todothisby usingincentivestoreward positive/expected
behavior and punish (takeaway privileges, regressphasesetc.) behavior thatisundesirable.
In line with social learning, the YDU program combines imitation, repetition, and
reinforcement.

Thecurrent datasupportstheassumptionspresented at thestart of thestudy. This
includestheimportance of moving away fromatraditional ‘lock ‘ em up approach,” and
instead, integrating e ementsof reformand rehabilitationthroughmodificationincognitive
andsocid interactions. Thedatashow that doingwell inclasswork or phasingupgenerdly
booststhemoraeof Y DU participants. It al so hel psthemrethink their own potential asmost
of themareaccustomedtothinking about themselvesas' falures” Small rewards, incentives
and encouragement coming froman authority figure (educationa and custodia staff) helps
inminimizingtheimpact of negativeor deviantlabels. Thedataa soindicatethat thisprocess
isnot easy, especidly intheearly stages. Participantsareres stant to therequirement that
they let go of a dominant label that has previously defined their socia status. The
relinquishment of the‘ gang member’ Iabel and replacement with positive choicesand
behaviorswill beastruggleoutsideof thecontrolled environment of acorrectional setting.

Concludingremar ksand recommendations

By thetimethat thispaper wasbeing written, Phases2 through 5 of theY DU had
been moved from Garner to Corrigan Correctional Center becausehaf of thespacefor the
Y DU wasconverted to expand the existing mental health unit. Currently, only Phase 1
remainsat Garner asitisasmall populationand easly managed there. Thenameof the'Y outh
Devel opment Unit wasrecently changed totheMandated Education Unit (MEU), butitis
runinthesamemanner astheold'Y DU programat Garner. Oneof thereasonsfor thename
changewasto convey aclear emphasisoneducation. Thename, Y outh Devel opment Unit,
asogaveanimpressonasthoughit wasgearedtowardsyounger offenders(under 18years
old), whileinreality, itwasnot. It should be noted that oneof thetwo educatorsinvol ved
intheorigina Y DU programat Garner hassincebeen movedto Corriganand hasintegrated
well intotheM EU programthere.

Thecustodial and educationa staff cameacrossasdedi cated and motivated, but
somewhat constrained by limited resources. With Phases2 through 5 having been moved
to Corrigan, theschool psychol ogist will not haveenough datato test thereflection sheet
that shehad devel oped. Sheacknowledged that with only three participantscurrently in
Phase 1 at Garner, any trendsthat shewould find would beinsignificant. Sheal so added
that asshehasnointeractionwiththeschool psychologist at Corrigan, shedoesnot know
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what kind of caseload the person there might have. She herself often travelsto other
correctiond facilitiesin Bridgeport and Hartford to service specia education programs.

Giventhesmall ssmplesizeand gapsinthedata, itisunreasonabl eto draw too many
broad conclusionsand generalizations. Instead, it can betreated asasurvey of theY DU
programonwhichfutureeval uationscan beconducted asM EU programsin Connecticut
havethesameobjectives. Todo so, itisimperativetoidentify variablesof importanceand
keep systematic (readily available and accessible) data, update information on each
participant, and andyzethedataover aperiodof time. Ascurrently thereareonly 31 present
and past participants, itisrelatively easy for the custodial and educational staff torecall
information about positiveor negativeincidentsrelatedto Y DU program. Asthenumber
of participantsincreases(in MEUS) it would bedifficult tokeeptrack of informationina
manner that could facilitateidentifying trendsand drawing empirical generalizations.
Organizing databy variables of interest will aso plug gaps created dueto missing or
unavailabledataon parti cipantswho have compl eted the program. Thestudy recognizes
that thistask would beimpacted by theavail ableresources, including timeand personnel.
It would a sorequirecontinuouscoordinationamongdifferent facilities.

Theresearchersasked about thefeasibility of creatingacentra or shared database
tocollect dataon MEU programsacrossthestate. Thedatabaseshould containinformation
on each participant and updated ashe movesthrough the MEU program. It canthenbe
studiedtoidentify patterns, common problemsin particul ar phases, successes, etc. The
membersof custodia staff indicatedthat it would beauseful tool asthey oftenlook for data
onany particular variableonly when someoneasksfor it. Digitizing all of theavail abledata
and continuingto manageitinthefuturedependsontheavailablepersonnel, budget, and
coordinationacrossvariouscorrectional facilitiesinthestate.

Insummation, thisstudy isthefirst forma evauationof theY DU programat Garner.
Asdated earlier, duetolimited dataand gapsinthedata, it makesno clamof generdizability
and should betreated asacasestudy. However, it doesprovide someuseful insightsabout
theprogramand the peopleinvolved, andthesefindingsareinlinewith previousresearch
onimportance of educationinreducing recidivismrates. Sincethe MEU programsin
Connecticut have similar objectivesand arebeing runinasimilar manner astheY DU
program, thesefindingscoul d beabuil ding block for organizing dataand conducting future
research.
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Appendix| SRG Member RenunciationForm
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Appendix I1:  Incentive Tracking Sheet
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End Notes:

! Asnoted earlier, by the time that this paper was being written, Phases 2to 5 of the Y DU
had been moved from Garner to Corrigan Correctional Center and renamed M andated Education
Unit, but it isrun inthe same manner astheold Y DU program at Garner.

2The Cripsareprimarily an African-American gang founded in Californiaand are consid-
ered violent adversaries of the Bloods, another primarily, though not exclusively, African American
street gang from California. The Gangster Disciples are considered a highly organized street gang
of mostly African American malesthat originated on the south side of Chicagointhe 1970's. MS-13
also known as Mara Salvatrucha, is an international street gang that originated in Californiaand is
comprised of mostly Salvadorans but also Hondurans, Guatemalans, Mexicans, and other Central
and South Americanimmigrants (National Gang Report, 2015). Connecticut inmateswho are
affiliated with these gangs engage in the same violence and competition with rival gang membersin
prison as they would on the streets.
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